In this paper, we discuss some collective numeral constructions from Dutch, which display a remarkable plural morpheme -en: wij vieren "the four of us", met ons vieren "with four" and met z'n vieren "with four". We argue that these at first sight idiosyncratic constructs are formed in syntax by application of the regular syntactic rules: Merge and Move. A central claim we make is that these collective numeral constructions contain a silent noun PERSOON/PERSON (cf. Kayne 2002 , 2007 . Although the noun itself is silent, its plurality is realized as -en. The silent noun is licensed by a local (i.e. DP-internal) antecedent. Dialectal variation in the realization of these constructions is analyzed in terms of "externalization". It is argued that the basic syntactic make-up is similar in all variants. It is the (morpho-) phonological realization of heads, which causes the differences at the surface.
1.
Introduction: the empirical problem 1 In present-day standard Dutch, attachment of the plural suffix -en to a noun is one of the regular strategies for noun pluralization. The suffix typically follows stems ending in a stressed syllable (Booij 2002) .
2 1 Parts of this paper were presented at the 'Morfologiedagen 2007', which took place at the University of Amsterdam. We are grateful to Marcel den Dikken, Gertjan Postma, Johan Rooryck and Joost Zwarts for their very useful comments on an earlier version of this article. All errors, of course, remain our responsibility. The microvariation research reported on in section 5 is part of a larger research project entitled Diversity in Dutch DP Design (DiDDD), which is executed at Utrecht University and financially supported by The Netherlands Organization for Scientific Research (NWO). We are grateful to the informants of this project for providing us with the relevant data of their Dutch dialect. 2 Besides the plural suffix -en, we find the plural suffix -s in Dutch. The latter suffix typically appears after unstressed final syllables, as in lepel-s (spoon-s), keuken-s (kitchen-s), emmer-s (bucket-s).
Besides -en and -s, Dutch has the plural suffix -eren, which historically is a sequence of two plural morphemes, viz. -er and -en. The use of this plural suffix is restricted to a small set of words, among which: ei-eren (egg-s) and lied-eren (song-s). See Van Haeringen (1947) , Booij (2002) and Van Wijk (2007) for more detailed discussion of the distribution of plural formation on nouns in Dutch.
Importantly, the suffix -en that is attached to the numeral honderd expresses the plurality of the numeral. That is, honderden studenten means 'x-times one hundred students', whereas honderd studenten means '(exactly) one hundred students'.
Attachment of -en to numerals, however, does not always express plurality of the numeral. Consider, for example, the following constructions:
(3) a.
Wij tweeën geven vandaag een lezing.
We two-en give today a talk "The two of us give a talk today."
b.
Ze heeft ons tweeën niet herkend
She has us two-en not recognized 'She didn't recognize the two of us.'
We schrijven met z'n negenen een artikel.
We write with poss-pron nine-en an article "The nine of us are writing an article."
The suffix -en in example (3) does not express plurality of the numeral twee (i.e. 'x-In Kayne (2002 , 2007 , a class of nouns is identified which are qualified as socalled silent nouns (orthographically distinguished from other nouns by using CAPITALS, henceforth). Silent nouns are phonetically unrealized nouns, which are nevertheless active in syntax and interpretation.
The proposal that syntactic representations include syntactically available but phonetically unrealized heads explains many phenomena that seem fully arbitrary otherwise. One of the silent nouns Kayne presupposes is NUMBER. Consider the following examples:
(6) John has fewer books than Bill.
John has the fewest books of anybody I know.
The fact that few can bear a comparative or a superlative morpheme suggests that it is an adjective. However, if few were an adjective modifying the noun books, the grammaticality of the phrases in (8) and (9) in contrast with the unacceptability of (10) and (11) would come as a surprise:
(8) a few books (9) every few days (10) *a books (11) *every days A and every cannot be interpreted as a determiner/quantifier of the nouns books and days, respectively. However, they cannot 'belong to' the adjectives either:
(12) *a green (13) *every green
To explain these facts, Kayne proposes that these constructs contain a silent noun The determiner le is neither the default determiner, nor a 'specifier' of the numeral.
Un quattro "a four" is masculine in Italian. Rather, determiner le agrees with the plural noun ore "hours", which can be optionally realized: An important consequence of the hypothesis that human language, more specifically the lexicon of a language X, distinguishes a class of silent nouns is the fact that syntactic constructs with an apparently irregular morphosyntax turn out to have a regular morphosyntax at a more abstract level. More specifically, these constructs have a syntactic representation which is built by the computational rule system of language X (i.e., Merge and Move), which takes the lexical items of language Xincluding its silent grammatical nouns -as its lexical input. Thus, these superficially 'special' syntactic constructs are not stored as 'fixed' units ('constructions') in the lexicon. Rather, they are simply the product of the interplay between the computational system of human language and the lexicon.
In what follows, we will analyze two types of nominal constructions featuring 'remarkable' plural morphology on a numeral (see (3)-(4)). In our analyses of these constructions we will identify a silent noun, which is the carrier of plural morphology.
Section 3. The syntax of collective numeral constructions
Having introduced the theoretical notions of (silent) grammatical nouns, we argue in this section that there is a silent noun PERSON present in the syntactic structure of the collective numeral constructions in (3) and (4), which are repeated here as (18) We two-en give today a talk "The two of us give a talk today"
(19) We schrijven met z'n negenen een artikel.
We write with poss-pron nine-en an article "The nine of us are writing an article"
Collective numeral constructions as syntactic constructs
It was questioned in the introduction already, whether the idiosyncratic constructions under discussion should be decomposed syntactically. Rather, they could be fixed constructions that are lexically inserted in syntax as a whole (cf. Booij 2005).
However, there are a number of arguments that seem to favor a syntactically decompositional approach.
Taking the construction in (19) as our starting point, it should be noted in the first place that there is a syntactic dependency relation between the weak possessive pronoun z'n and the clausal subject we. The latter element functions as the antecedent of the weak pronoun. Notice at this point that, besides the weak pronoun z'n, we can also have a full pronominal form (e.g. ons 'us'). 5 This is exemplified in (20) and (21) In (21), the antecedent we and the possessive pronoun ons also enter into an agreement relationship: i.e., there is agreement in person (1 st person) and number (plural). In (20), this agreement relation appears to be absent: z'n is a third person singular pronoun, as in z'n vrienden 'his friends'. The question, obviously, needs to be addressed as to why z'n is possible in this context. We will try to answer this question later in this article. For the moment, we restrict ourselves to the statement that the interpretive and agreement dependency between the antecedent and the possessive pronoun is suggestive for the 'accessibility' of material contained within a construct like met z'n vieren to syntactic processes.
5 As we will show later, the full pronominal form ons in (21) is a personal pronoun, whence the translation 'us'. This means that the nature of the pronomial elements z'n and ons in (20) and (21) We come with poss-pron more than ten-e "We come with more than ten people."
(23) We komen met zun minder as tiene.
We come with poss-pron less than ten-e "We come with less than ten people."
These examples show that the numeral which is part of this construction can have a complex phrasal syntax; i.e., met z'n meer/minder as tiene besides the simplex form met z'n tiene. This 'expansion' of the numeral suggests that syntax is involved and that these constructions cannot be simply stored in the lexicon.
A silent noun PERSOON/PERSON

Evidence for silent PERSOON/PERSON
In the spirit of Kayne (2002 Kayne ( , 2003 Kayne ( , 2007 we propose that the constructions wij tweeën in (18) and met z'n negenen in (19) contain a silent noun PERSON. It is this silent noun which carries the plural suffix -en. This means that the two constructions receive the following global analyses:
(24) a. wij twee PERSOON-en b. met z'n negen PERSOON-en The proposal that -en spells out the plural feature of a silent noun PERSOON/PERSON receives support from the fact that the surface pattern NUM-en cannot appear when it has a singular interpretation. This is exemplified in (25), where the numeral een 'one' forces a singular meaning.
6 These data are drawn from the DiDDD-database (Diversity in Dutch DP Design). For a description of this research project on microvariation in the Dutch noun phrase, see Corver et al. (2007 This similar distribution of the diminutive suffixes in (26) and (27) suggests that the patterns met z'n vieren and in z'n eentje are essentially the same. Given the fact that diminutives typically attach to nominal roots, we take the 'underlying' structure of in z'n eentje to be the following: in z'n een PERSOON-tje. The internal syntax of the construction met z'n viertjes is comparable: met z'n vier PERSOON-tje-s. Note, that this approach according to which plural and diminutive morphology is attached to a silent noun PERSOON easily extends to other quantitative constructions: 7 (28) met hun allen (= met hun al PERSOON-en) with their all-en 7 Another nominal construction that arguably features a silent noun PERSOON comes from the domain of reflexivization. A possessive reflexive like z'n eigen "his own", which is attested in many dialects of Dutch, plausibly has a structure in which a silent noun PERSOON is present:
(i) Jan slaat z'n eigen Jan beats his own "Jan beats himself." (ii) Jan slaat [z'n eigen PERSOON] "all together"
(29) met hun beiden (= met hun beide PERSOON-en) with their both-en "with the two of them"
(30) met hun beidjes (= met hun beid(e) PERSOON-je-s) with their both-dim-pl "with the two of them"
(31) met hun hoevelen (= met hun hoeveel PERSOON-en) with their how many-en "with how many people?"
A non-silent grammatical noun persoon
The assumption of a silent noun PERSOON/PERSON in constructions such as wij tweeën, met z'n negenen and in z'n eentje raises the question as to whether there is any evidence for an overt counterpart persoon "person" in Dutch.
In Corver (2007 Corver ( , 2008 , evidence is given for the existence of a phonologically overt noun persoon in Dutch on the basis of possessive constructions like (32).
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(32) a. Jan gaf mij informatie over [Anna's persoon] Jan gave me information about Anna's person "Jan gave me information about Anna."
Er doen allerlei verhalen rond [zijn persoon]
There do all-sorts-of stories around his person "All sorts of stories go around about his person."
Corver characterizes the noun persoon in (32) as a 'grammatical noun', in the sense of Emonds (1985 Emonds ( , 2000 . A grammatical noun is a noun with little descriptive contents, According to this constraint, a zero-derivational morpheme may not be followed by another derivational suffix. Myers's evidence for this constraint on morphological operations comes from words like support, which categorically has a dual status: it 11 Notice that the approach sketched out here departs from Kayne's (2003) analysis of plural ORE as a silent noun (see (16)). In ORE, plural morphology seems to be part of the silence. We will tentatively assume that this is somehow related to the inflectional nature of inflectional morphology in a language like Italian (and Romance in general). More specifically, inflectional morphology in a language like Dutch is possibly more 'agglutinative' than in a language like Italian. Interestingly, Kayne (2003) points out some constructions from English in which, according to him, the plural morpheme -s is attached to a silent noun:
in the eighties (= the eighty YEAR-s) c.
John bought three wines. (= three wine KIND-s) can be a To be more precise, we should point out that Myers argues that zero derivation does not involve affixation of a phonologically null morpheme (see Pesetsky (1995) for a view in which zero-derivation does involve the presence of a null-morpheme). He proposes that zero-derived forms result from affixation of inflectional material that is characteristic of category A to a root belonging to category B. For example, the derived noun mortals does not have the representation in (ia) but rather the one in (ib). That is, the inflectional plural morpheme -s directly attaches the adjective and turns the complex word into a Noun.
[
As noted by Pesetsky (1995) , there are exceptions to Myers's generalization. For example, the adjectivizing derivational suffix -able and the nominalizing agentive derivational suffix -er can attach to verbs that are zero-derived from nouns. This is shown by the examples in (i), taken from Pesetsky (ibidem):
14 Another potential example of a zero-headed verb carrying inflectional morphology is the verb saddles in (ia), which, according to the analysis given in Hale & Keyser (1993) , has the structure in (ib); i.e., the noun saddle is incorporated into the phonologically empty (i.e. silent) verb PUT.
(i) a. John saddles the horse b.
"My son is playing behind the computer all day."
Observe at this point that the zero-derived patterns that are central in this article also involve inflectional (rather than derivational) morphology: a plural morpheme -en is attached to a silent noun. In other words, inflectional morphology seems to have a different status with respect to zero-derivation than derivational morphology has.
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This brings us back to the initial question as to why inflectional morphology is possible on silent nouns. Let us first of all point out that, strictly speaking, the presence or absence of sound on the root category seems to be less relevant for the possibility of combining a root with an inflectional morpheme. For the attachment of the plural inflection -en, the most crucial property of the host seems to be the categorical information that it is a noun (i. 15 Arguably, even derivational morphemes should be able to adjoin to a zero-noun in view of forms such as viertjes in (26). We assume that, in viertjes, the diminutive suffix tje is attached to the silent noun. 16 Importantly, we say that the categorial information (i.e. the [+N,-V]-status of the host) is the crucial information for the attachment of the plural morpheme (i.e. the combinatorics). We do not intend to say that phonology does not play any role in the morphophonological realization of the plural morpheme. In Dutch, for example, the stress pattern of the host determines the choice between two competing plural suffixes (cf. Van Haeringen 1947 ; see also Booij 2002 , Van Wijk 2007 . The basic generalization, exemplified in (i), is the following: the plural morpheme -s appears after an unstressed syllable, whereas the plural morpheme -en appears after a stressed syllable.
kanón 'gun' kanónn-en (stressed final syllable) features F (e.g. +/-N, +/-V, +/-PROXIMATE, +/-PLURAL). As pointed out by Emonds (1985 Emonds ( , 2000 , an important property of those grammatical nouns (and grammatical categories in general) is that they may display 'special' grammatical behavior (unique syntactic behavior in Emonds's terms). This is illustrated in (44) Jan spoke with one woman and Kees spoke with two-en "Jan spoke with one woman and Kees spoke with two (women)."
In view of the similarity of grammatical nouns to functional categories, it might be interesting to point out that the appearance of overt inflectional morphology on a phonetically empty head is attested in the domain of complementizers as well. The phenomenon we have in mind is that of complementizer-agreement, which is found in a variety of Dutch dialects (see among others Van Haeringen 1939 , 1958 ). This phenomenon is illustrated in (47); examples are drawn from Van Haeringen (1958) . (47) In these examples, the inflectional plural morpheme superficially (i.e. at the sound surface) appears attached to the relative pronoun die in (48a) and the wh-pronoun wat in (48b). Given the fact that these pronouns appear in [Spec,CP] , it has been argued 18 The question of what the correct analysis of complementizer-agreement is falls beyond the scope of this article. For recent proposals, see among others Zwart (1996) , Carstens (2003) , Van Koppen (2005) .
that the inflectional morpheme -e in those cases is spelled out on a zerocomplementizer (i.e. a silent C). In other words, the examples in (48) are an illustration of the appearance of inflectional morphology on a zero-head.
Schematically:
Thus, the presence of inflectional morphology on a zero-head is attested. More specifically, zero-complementizers can bear an inflectional morpheme. The ability of a silent head to carry inflectional morphology thus seems to be restricted to lexical items that belong to what we may call the 'functional side' of the lexicon; i.e., 'core' functional categories and Emonds's 'grammatical categories'. In Emonds's (2000) theory of the Lexicon (2000), a division is made between the so-called Dictionary Grammatical categories, both non-silent and silent ones, fall within the latter part of the lexicon.
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Summarizing, we have argued that the realization of inflectional morphology on a zero (i.e. silent) noun is restricted to a specific class of nouns, viz. grammatical nouns in the sense of Emonds (1985 Emonds ( , 2000 . One of the characteristics of this lexical class is their 'special' grammatical (i.e. syntactic, morphological) behavior. We argued that the ability of certain silent grammatical nouns to carry inflectional morphology is a further illustration of their special status and behavior. Recall from our earlier discussion that it is the possessive pronoun, which indirectly assigns semantic content to the (non-silent) grammatical noun persoon. (54) [Wij vier PERSOON-en] gingen naar huis.
[we four person-en] went to home "The four of us went home."
(55) [Wij] gingen naar huis.
[we] went to home "We went home."
(56) *[vier PERSOON-en] gingen naar huis.
[four person-en] went to home
The grammatical noun in (54) can only be interpreted in the presence of a personal pronoun with the features [+person, +plural] . If this pronoun is omitted, the noun cannot be silent, nor can it function as grammatical noun (cf. (56)).
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The idea that the silent (grammatical) noun is licensed (i.e. identified) by the presence of a local grammatical feature associated with a functional category is reminiscent of Lobeck's (1991 Lobeck's ( , 1995 approach towards NP-ellipsis. She argues that 'elision' of the N(P) is dependent on the presence of a certain grammatical feature on a noun phraseinternal functional head that 'properly' governs the elided noun phrase, which in Lobeck's analysis is a base-generated pro (see also Kester 1996 PERSOON-en] gingen naar huis. 21 The 'anteceding' feature that licenses the silent noun must be local. 'Local' means within the extended nominal projection of the silent noun. As shown in (i), presence of a DP-external antecedent (i.e., wij in the main clause) is not sufficient for licensing the form vieren (i.e. vier PERSOON-en) . A local, i.e. DP-internal, wij must be present.
(i) Wij verrmoeden dat [*(wij) vieren] morgen ontslagen worden We suspect that we four-en tomorrow fired be "We suspect that we will be fired tomorrow."
In the spirit of Lobeck (ibidem), Corver and Delfitto (1999) (i) Die twee(*ën) worden morgen opgehaald Those two(-en) are tomorrow up-picked "Those two (= bikes/persons) will be picked up tomorrow."
As indicated by the translation, the expression die twee can have both a human and non-human reading. Importantly, the plural morpheme -en is not permitted. This may be due to the fact that the demonstrative pronoun die is unspecified for the feature 'human'. (58) is actually a silent grammatical noun PERSON. The latter approach could be prompted by the fact that the 'canonical' example of pro, namely the element pro that we find in the subject position of finite clauses in so-called null-subject languages, is typically an (argumental) DP. That is, the empty pronominal is a D-element rather than a Nelement; recall at this point the 'Determiner' status of personal pronouns. As will be clear from our previous discussion of the behavior of silent nouns, these phonologically empty elements display the grammatical behavior of a Noun, and not that of a Determiner. In short, there may be reasons to distinguish the empty prodeterminer category pro from a silent noun (see also Panagiotidis (2003) for arguments that silent nouns -in his terminology: null nouns -should be distinguished from pro).
Syntactic analysis
In this section we deal with the syntactic analysis of the two constructions at issue, i.e. wij tweeën and met z'n tweeën. We will start our investigation with the former construction.
wij tweeën
Consider again example (3a), which is repreated here as (61): (61) Wij tweeën geven vandaag een lezing.
In the line of our previous discussion, we propose that there is a silent noun PERSON present in its syntactic representation. The plural morpheme -en is attached to this silent noun:
(62) wij twee PERSOON-en we two PERSON-en "the two of us"
This analysis of wij tweeën puts this construction on a par with a noun phrase like (63), in which we also find a combination of a (plural) personal pronoun and a lexical noun marked with plural morphology.
(63) wij taalkundigen
we linguist-en "we linguists"
Just like the nominal pattern wij taalkundigen, the pattern wij NUM+-en can fulfill a variety of grammatical functions. It can function, for example, as a subject (61), a direct object (64a), an indirect object (64b), and a complement of P (64c). The pronoun carries nominative case when the noun phrase acts as a subject, and accusative/oblique case (i.e. non-subject case) in the other grammatical functions.
(64) a.
Hij heeft ons tweeën uitgenodigd
He has us two-en invited "He invited the two of us."
Hij heeft ons tweeën een sleutel overhandigd
He has us two-en a key handed 24 The constructions in (62) and (63) also share the property that the personal pronoun must be strong.
Presence of a weak pronoun we ('we') yields an ungrammatical pattern:
(i) *we taalkundigen (ii) *we tweeën we [weak] linguists we [weak] 
met z'n tweeën
In this section, we consider the syntax of the construction met z'n tweeën in (66).
(66) We schrijven met z'n tweeën een artikel.
We write with his two-en an article " 26 We abstract away here from the question as to whether numerals occupy the head position or the Spec-position of NumP.
As shown in (67), this comitative PP-construction is also possible with the strong pronoun ons.
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(67) We schrijven met ons tweeën een artikel.
We write with PRO.1.pl two-en an article "The two of us are writing an article."
It goes without saying that the comitative patterns met z'n tweeën en met ons tweeën are very similar at the surface. They only differ from each other as regards the form of the pronoun. In (66) we have a weak possessive pronoun z'n 'his'; in (67) we have the pro-form ons. In view of the possessive pronominal status of z'n, one might be tempted to draw the conclusion that ons is also a possessive pronoun. As a matter of fact, ons does occur as a possessive pronoun, as in ons huis 'our house'. However, there is a reason for not interpreting ons in (67) as a possessive pronoun, namely:
possessive pronouns in plural noun phrases are always inflected with schwa in Dutch, whether lexically headed (e.g. onze kinderen, our-e children, 'our children') or emptyheaded (e.g. de onze, the our-e, 'ours'). Thus, the absence of schwa in ons vieren (cf.
*onze vieren, in the intended sense) suggests, on morphological grounds, that ons is not a possessive pronoun, but rather a personal pronoun. 28 This latter interpretation 27 As exemplified in (i), the pattern met z'n/ons tweeën also occurs as part of the noun phrase.
(i) [Wij met z'n/ons tweeën] schrijven een artikel. We with his/us two-en write an article "The two of us are writing an article."
That the PP forms a constituent together with wij is shown by the fact that it is followed by the finite verb of the main clause. This finite verb typically occurs in second position, i.e., C o (the so-called Verb Second phenomenon). The question might be raised as to whether the split patterns in (66)- (67) are derivationally related to the pattern in (i). The fact that a sentence like (iia) is grammatical but a sentence like (iib) is not, suggests that the PP in (66)- (67) is a base-generated adjunct-PP within the clause.
(ii) a.
[Wij tweeën] schrijven [met z'n/ons tweeën] een artikel. We two-en write with his/us two-en an article 'The two of us write an article together.' b.
*[Wij tweeën met z'n/ons tweeën] schrijven een artikel. 28 De Vooys (1967:340-341) suggests that, from a diachronic perspective, the pattern met ons tweeën finds its 'origin' in clausal copular constructions like (i), which were attested in Middle Dutch. In this example, the numeral twee functions as a predicate nominal and the PP met ons is an adverbial PP within the clause. The pronoun ons in (i) is a personal pronoun.
(i) Wij waren [met ons] [twee]
We were with us two leads to the conclusion that ons tweeën in (67) has the representation in (68). As the reader will remember, this is the representation that we proposed for wij/ons tweeën (we/us two-en, 'the two of us') in section 4.1. Let us now turn to the construction met z'n vieren, which contains a weak possessive pronominal form z'n ('his'). Den Hertog (1973:142) argues that the formal similarity of certain personal pronominal forms and certain possessive pronominal forms in Dutch resulted into a variant of the met ons vieren-construction in which the pronoun was a possessive pronoun, the clearest case being met z'n vieren. 29 A remarkable "With us (i.e., us included), we were two."
Also in Den Hertog (1973:141) , it is argued that ons in met ons tweeën historically is a personal pronoun, rather than a possessive pronoun. He points out in Middle Dutch forms such as hen drieën (them ACC three-en, 'the three of them') were attested. The pronoun hen is the accusative form of the third person plural personal pronoun. 29 An illustration of this formal similarity is given in (i). In (ia), we have a personal pronoun, in (ib) a possessive pronoun, and in (ic) the 'met ons/z'n tweeën'-pattern: We will tentatively propose that z'n in the expression met z'n tweeën is a weak possessive pronoun that is unspecified for the ϕ-features person, number and gender.
It Given this formal similarity between the personal pronominal form and the possessive pronominal form, it is imaginable that certain speakers assign the structure of a possessive noun phrase to these constructions (see (74) below). One could even imagine that the two analyses (i.e. the one in (68) and the one in (74)) are co-existent in the grammar of a speaker. Some support for this seems to come from the data in (ii) from Scherpenisse Dutch, where we find either the form wij or the form ons in subject position:
Ons vieren] bin naar de stad geweest (Scherpenisse Dutch) We NOM four-en /us/our four-en are to the city been 'The four of us went downtown.' 30 This remarkable behavior of z'n is also attested in another 'special' construction of Dutch:
We zingen nu [op z'n hoogst] / [op ons hoogst] We sing now at his/its highest / at our highest "Now we sing at the highest." b.
De herfstkleuren zijn nu [op z'n mooist] / [op hun mooist] The autumn-colors are now at his/its beautiful-est / at their beautiful-est "The autumn colors are now the most beautiful."
These superlative constructions seem to have a manner interpretation. Op z'n/hun hoogst in (ia), for example, can informally be paraphrased as 'at the highest way/manner'. From this reading one might want to draw the conclusion that a silent grammatical noun 'WAY' is present in these constructions. See Corver and Matushansky (2006) . (69) Has he us [+plural, 1person] 'his' present already received "Has he already received our present?" c. Hef hij [jullie zien kado] al kregen?
Has he you [+plural, 1 person] 'his' present already received 'Has he already received your present?'
Suppose now that z'n in the met z'n tweeën-construction is also unspecified for phifeatures, and that, as a result of this absence of phi-feature specification, it can enter into an anaphoric dependency relation with a first person plural antecedent like wij in (70a). As an alternative representation one might propose the 'hidden' doubling construction in (70b), where a silent pronoun (pro) enters into an anaphoric dependency with the antecedent wij; in that case, z'n would function as a pure marker of possession (for a more precise characterization, see below). In what follows, we will adopt the analysis in (70b).
(70) a. Wij [+plural,1person] komen [met z'n tweeën]
We come with 'his' two 'The two of us will come.' b. Wij [+plural,1person] 
In the line of our previous discussion, we will assume that the silent noun PERSOON in the met z'n tweeën-construction has to be licensed by a local antecedent, which is specified for the interpretable property [+human]. We will assume that z'n in (70a) feature. As shown in (i), the met z'n tweeën-construction can have a non-human but animate antecedent. As shown in (ii) inanimate antecedents are excluded:
De paarden stonden met z'n tweeën achter het hek The horses stond with his two-en behind the fence "The two horses stood behind the fence."
Let us now try to give a more precise characterization of the internal syntax of the met z'n tweeën-construction. In the line of Den Dikken's (1998 Dikken's ( , 2006 Predicate Inversion analysis of DP-internal possessive relations, we will assume that a possessive noun phrase like Jans vrienden (Jan's friends) has the 'underlying' structure in (71) and the derived structure in (72); see also Corver (2003 Corver ( , 2008 . In (71), the possessor (Jan) is contained in a prepositional predicate (i.e. PP), which is headed by a dative assigning null preposition (i.e. P ø ) and which takes the possessum (vrienden) as its subject.
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Thus, the 'underlying' possessive meaning roughly corresponds to: 'friends (are) to Jan'. (72) represents the structure which is derived by: (i) the application of X-to-Fmovement (for reasons of domain extension (equidistance)), 34 (ii) incorporation of P into the F-complex (yielding the possessive 'have'-relation at the nominal level), (iii) predicate displacement of the "beheaded" dative PP across the possessum to Spec,FP.
b. *De fietsen stonden met z'n tweeën achter het hek The bikes stond with his two-en behind the fence "The two bikes were behind the fence."
32 As shown by (ia) and the intended representation (ib), this strategy in which pro enters into an anaphoric and agreement dependency with the subject-DP wij does not generalize to 'regular' possessive constructions:
Wij houden van z'n ouders We love of his parents *'We love our parents.' (intended reading) 'We love his parents' (only possible reading) b.
*Wij i houden van [pro i z'n ouders] Thus, the distribution of the pro-possessor should be significantly restricted. Its restriction to the met z'n tweeën-construction (though, see note 29) suggests that there is some sort of connection with the restrictions on pro-possessors and the presence of the silent noun PERSOON. What might be relevant here is the precise interpretation of the possessive noun phrase. In (ia), we have a clear possessive interpretation, with parents as the possessum and pro/z'n as the possessor. An important characteristic of the met z'n tweeën-construction is that it does not have a true possessive meaning; i.e. twee PERSOON-en does not act as the possessum and z'n does not act as a true possessor. The relationship might be more precisely characterized as an identificational/definitive one, with pro as the identifying/defining nominal element (via its antecedent wij) and twee PERSOON-en as the element that is identified/defined. In this respect, the construction would be comparable to an archaic English 'possessive' construction like Dublin's fair city (cf. Jespersen 1977:98) , where Dublin is interpreted as the element that defines/identifies 'city', and not as a true possessor (See also: the fair city of Dublin). Possibly, this defining/identifying interpretation of the met z'n tweeën-construction implies that the pronoun z'n does not carry 'possessive' meaning. This might somehow be at the basis of the different behavior of z'n in (i) and z'n in the met z'n tweeën-construction. 33 In certain languages, this 'underlying' possessum-possessor pattern surfaces, as in French un livre à Jean (a book to Jean; 'Jean's book'); see Kayne (1994) and Den Dikken (1998) for discussion. 34 After head movement of the small clause head X to F, the inverted PP-predicate and the small clause subject are equally far away from the extraction site of the PP-predicate. Thus, the small clause subject does not count as 'closer' with respect to the extraction site. Consequently, locality of movement is not violated.
As indicated, the bound morpheme's, characterized by Den Dikken (ibidem) as a nominal copula, is analyzed as the PF-spell out of the functional head F.
(71) base structure of possessive constructions
(72) derivation of possessive construction
Elaborating on our proposal that met z'n vieren contains a silent noun PERSOON, as in (73a), and adopting the predicate inversion analysis of possessive noun phrases, we argue that the underlying syntactic representation is that in (73b); i.e., a small clause configuration with the NUMP vier PERSOON-en as its subject and the dative PP as its predicative phrase.
(73) a. met z'n vier PERSOON-en with 'his' four PERSON-en "the four of us/you/them" b.
[ XP [ NUMP vier PERSOON-en] 
'four persons (is) to pro (= us/you/them)'
The sequence z'n vieren is derived by applying the following movement steps: (i) movement of the small clause head to X, for reasons of domain extension (equidistance)), (ii) incorporation of the dative preposition into the F+X-complex, and (iii) predicate inversion of the "beheaded" dative PP across the possessum vier PERSOON-en to Spec,FP.
As depicted in the tree, we will assume that the weak pronominal z'n is the spell out of the complex head [F+X] , which results from incorporation of the small clause head X into F. More specifically, following Corver (2008) and Corver & Van Koppen (2007b) , we will assume that the weak possessive pronoun z'n consists of two parts, viz. z and 'n. This latter element is taken to be an instance of the so-called spurious indefinite article. In Bennis et al. (1998) , it is observed that this spurious indefinite article typically shows up in contexts of DP-internal predicate movement. 35 They argue that this linking article starts out as a small clause head and undergoes head movement in contexts of predicate displacement. We will assume that z in z'n constitutes the nominal copula in the sense of Bennis et al. (1998) and Den Dikken (2006) . 36 This nominal copula is the phonological spell out of F. Thus [F+X] surfaces phonetically as z'n (i.e. /zәn/). In the line of our previous discussion, we will take this bound morphemic nominal copula to be unspecified for ϕ-features. We further assume that there is an empty pronominal possessor (pro) present, which enters into a coreference and agreement relationship with the subject of the sentence (e.g. wij in (70)). We propose that it is this possessor pro, carrying the feature 'human', which functions as licenser for the silent noun PERSOON. 35 Some constructions in which this spurious indefinite article pops up are the following:
wat voor 'n boeken What for a books; "what kind of books?" b.
*die etters van 'n jongens those jerks of a boys; "those jerks of boys" c.
wat 'n boeken! What a books; "such a large amount of books!" 36 The nominal copula can surface phonologically in different forms, e.g. as a free morpheme van, as in the N van N-construction een etter van een jongen (a jerk of a boy), or as a bound morpheme -s, as in the possessive construction Jan-s boek (Jan-s book). See Den Dikken (2006) and Bennis et al. (1998) for discussion of the properties of the nominal copula.
A micro-comparative perspective
So far we have given an analysis of the internal syntax of the constructions wij/ons tweeën and met ons/z'n tweeën. In this section, we will try to further our insight into the syntax of these constructions by taking a micro-comparative perspective on them.
The data that will be presented are collected as part of the DIDDD-project (Diversity in Dutch DP Design), which is executed at the University of Utrecht (see Corver et al. 2007 ). we four-n we four-e "the four of us" "the four of us"
38 See Corver and Van Koppen (2008) for an analysis of (apparent) NP-ellipsis phenomena with an adjectival remnant in terms of the presence of a weak (bound morphemic) pro-form in N. 39 Importantly, as opposed to Standard Dutch, in which the final nasal sound 'n' of the plural suffix is typically unpronounced, the nasal 'n' is clearly pronounced in Giethoorn Dutch. Thus, while in Standard Dutch the noun paarden (horses) is typically pronounced as 'paarde' (i.e. with a schwa at the end), in Giethoorn Dutch it is pronounced as 'paarden' (i.e. with schwa+n at the end).
We propose that (78a) features the plural inflectional morpheme -en, whereas (78b)
features the weak pro-form -e, which occupies N. In (80c), we find the prefix ge-before the numeral vier. We will assume that this prefix is the same ge-that is also found on the words in (82), which all have a collective meaning, just like the numeral constructions we discuss in this paper. (1964:136) , who statest hat the prefix ge-(gothic ga-) has the meaning 'together'. 44 An example in which we arguably find the collective prefix ge-as part of a singular noun is given in (ia). In traditional grammars, a noun like gebergte is characterized as a 'collective noun'. The singular noun gebergte designates a mountain range (i.e. a collection). It has the morphological make-up: ge-+ berg + -te (ge-+ mountain + -te). In De Haas and Trommelen (1993:256) , ge-…-te is characterized as a nominalizing discontinuous affix. Other nouns that belong to this class are: geboomte ('trees, timber'), gesteente ('stones'), gevogelte ('birds, poultry'), geboefte ('riff-raff, rabble'), gebeente ('bones'). As shown in (ib), a collective noun like gebergte can be pluralized, in which case it has the interpretation 'more than one mountain ranges':
(i) a. dat mooie gebergte that beautiful chain-of-mountains b.
die mooie gebergtes those beautiful chains-of-mountains 45 In Belgium Dutch dialects, we also find the pattern wij geviertjes (we ge-four-DIM-s, 'the four of us'). On the surface, the collective numeral vier is followed by the diminutive morpheme tje, which in turn is followed by the plural suffix -s. According to our analysis, it is the silent noun PERSOON, which functions as a host for the derivational suffix -tje and the inflectional suffix -s. In this structure, ge-is prefixed to the numeral and expresses its collectivity (i.e.
'there is a unit/collection consisting of 4 members'). This collective numeral combines with a silent noun PERSOON, which is the bearer of plural morphology.
Let us next turn to the variants of the pattern met ons vieren: An alternative approach to the patterns in (87) would be to say that they are simply Summarizing, in this section we have discussed several variants from Dutch dialects of the pivotal constructions of this paper. We have shown that most of the variation can be explained in terms of externalization. The syntactic structures are exactly the same in all variants; what constitutes the differences at the surface is the phonological realization of syntactic heads.
Section 6. Conclusion
In this article we investigated some syntactic expressions that display a remarkable occurrence of a plural morpheme. Instead of taking an approach according to which these expressions are fixed units, which are stored as 'constructions' in the lexicon, we tried to show that these superficially remarkable expressions result from an intriguing interplay between the regular computational system of human language (say Merge and Move), the lexicon and the phonological spell-out of syntactic structure.
An important ingredient of our analysis of the various constructions was the existence of silent grammatical nouns in the sense of Kayne (2002 Kayne ( , 2003 Kayne ( , 2007 and Emonds (1985, 2000) . We have argued that the constructions under discussion contain a silent PERSOON/PERSON. This silent noun is licensed by an antecedent in its extended
